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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-18 are presented for examination. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, USC code not included in this action can 
be found in the prior Office Action. 

3. Claims 1 -8 are objected to because the term "the task delegation information" 
appears to lack antecedent basis in claim 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Retallick [U.S. Pat. No. 6006215]. 

5. Retallick was cited in the previous office action. 

6. As to claims 1 and 4, Retallick teaches the invention substantially as claimed 
including: a method of making a delegation of a task comprising the steps of: 

- receiving at a server a signal from a first resource client [e.g., the user who 
creating a delegated task] to the server [30, Fig.3A; col. 10, lines 28-35; i.e., the 
process including the activity manager (col.1, lines 7-14) and/or the task 
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delegation module (col. 6, lines 61-64) is a server] indicating that the task is being 
delegated to a second resource client [col .4, lines 53-55]; 

- sending a record of the task delegation from the server to a storage medium 
[col.4, lines 16-19; col.7, lines 43-51; i.e., all the activities/events are recorded in 
databases]; and 

- sending the task delegation information from the server to the second resource 
client and to a project manager [col.1, lines 33-47, wherein officers (e.g., project 
managers) and employees (e.g., the first and second resource clients) are 
among the multiple users], 

wherein the task delegation information is distinct from the record of the task 
delegation sent from the server to the storage medium [col.6 line 61 - col.7, line 
28; Fig. 6B; note that dialog between the sender and the relevant recipients (e.g., 
the second resource clients and the project manager) for pre-acceptance is 
required before a task delegation can be made, and therefore the pre- 
acceptance dialog is different from the delegated (stored) task itself]. 

Retallick does not specifically teach that the server is separated from a project 
manager client and therefore it is not required to sending the task delegation information 
from the server to the second resource client and to a project manager client [see col.7, 
line 2-28; e.g., the task delegation module has the capability of analyzing a user's 
workload and availability for newly delegated data]. 
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However, in a workflow environment upon which Retallick's system is based, it is 
well known that workers are situated in a management hierarchy wherein various levels 
of managers are in place for approving documents and/or delegation of rights. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to further single out project manager clients in Retallick's system for monitoring the 
resource clients 1 availability and for approving or rejecting the delegation because by 
doing so it would make Retallick's system more directly imitating a real working 
environment [see col.1 , lines 33-47, wherein the officers refers to various levels of 
managers in real working environment]. 

7. As to claims 2-3, Retallick further teaches that the second resource client may 
accept or reject the task delegation, depending the availability of the second resource 
client [col.6, line 61 - col.7, line 10], wherein the steps depicted in claim 3 are obvious 
because a separate project manager client would then need to inform the database 
subsystem of its decision so as to update the task assignment status. 

8. As to claim 6, Retallick further teaches that a Contact record can be modified or 
added to as new information requires updates to older information [col. 13, lines 39-46]. 
As such, the detailed steps depicted in this claim are obvious in view of a separate 
project manager client and server. 
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9. As to claim 7, Retallick further teaches that approval of the task delegation by 
the project manager client is automatic [col.4, line 53 - col.5, line 62]. 

10. As to claims 5 and 8, since the features of these claims can also be found in 
claims 1-4 and 6-7, they are rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of 
claims 1-4 and 6-7 above. 

11. As to claim 9, Retallick teaches that Topics and Subtopics are so similar, 
wherever Topics are mentioned herein, it is to be understood that the statement applies 
to Subtopics as well, unless otherwise stated [col.2, lines 29-40]. Accordingly, the steps 
depicted in claims 1-7 are applicable to claims 9-15 [it is noted that the second resource 
client of claims 15 is equivalent to the project manager client of claim 1]. 

12. As to claims 10-18, since the features of these claims can also be found in 
claims 1-9, they are rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 1-9 
above. 

1 3. Applicant's arguments filed on 9/7/2005 for claims 1 -1 8 have been fully 
considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive. 

14. Specifically Applicant argues in the remarks that (1 ) Retallick's commitment 
dialog is performed between the Task Delegation Module and the user's Daily Activity 
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Profile; and (2) In Retallick's system when an activity record is created, the activity is 
automatically added to the Recipient's ToDo List. As such, there is no direct 
communication of the assignment between the server (i.e., the Task Delegation Module) 
and the client (i.e., the Recipient of the assigned activity) in Retallick's system. 

1 5. The examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's arguments. 

1 . Nowhere in the prior art of record shows that the commitment dialog is 
performed between the Task Delegation Module and the user's Daily Activity Profile. On 
the contrary, Retallick clearly states that (i) the Task Delegation Module is used for 
permitting the Sender-Recipient link to be bidirectional [col.6, lines 61-64]; (ii) when an 
Activity is created that establishes an Action (or other Activity Type) that requires some 
task to be performed or response to be made by a Recipient, that task or response is 
not added to that Recipient'sToDo List without limitation, restriction or ore-acceptance 
[col.6, line 64 - col.7, line 2]; and (iii) a non-reiecting Recipient is a prerequisite to 
entering an Activity [col.7, line 9-10]. Based on these passages, one can conclude that 
entering an Activity to into a database (i.e., Activity database) is performed after no 
rejection is received from the targeted activity Recipient. 

2. Retallick further teaches that using the information accessed from user's 
Activity Profile, the invention (or the Task Delegation Module) "will permit, permit with 
warning , reject with warning or reject outright, an Activity sent bv a User (Sender) to 
Recipients , depending on limits established relative to the Daily Activity Profiles." This 
simply indicates that the messages carrying "permit, permit with warning, reject with 
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warning or reject", which are communicated to the senders, are for alerting that the 
Recipient may not be available [col.7, lines 5-7]. That is, through the monitoring of the 
Recipient's Daily Activity Profile, the Task Delegation Module may lower the Recipient's 
rejection rate (or miss targeting), but, ultimately, having pre-acceptance of a Recipient is 
a prerequisite t o entering the Activity into the database. If the Task Delegation Module 
can make outright decision to enter an Activity (as the Applicant has asserted), then 
there would be no requirement for alerting a sender and no need for the prerequisite of 
a "non-rejecting recipient". 

3. Applicant is further noted that the claim language does not: (i) require direct 
communications between the server and the recipient; (ii) specify how "distinct" the 
record of the task delegation and the task delegation information should be [e.g., are 
objects of same content with different formats considered "distinct"?]; and (iii) specify 
where the storage medium is located [e.g., can it be located locally with the recipient 
client?]. Because of the broadly interpretable terms involving the aforementioned 
subject matter, the prior art of record would still read on the claims even without the 
examiner's argued points presented in (1) and (2) above. 

For the above reasons, it is submitted that Retallick's system/method provides bi- 
directional communications between the senders and recipients (via the server) prior to 
assigning an activity to a recipient. 
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Conclusion 

Examiner note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the 
references as applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the contest of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the Examiner. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wen-Tai Lin whose telephone number is (571)272-3969. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday(8:00-5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571 )272-3964. The fax phone 
numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are as 
follows: 

(703)872-9306 for official communications; and 
(571)273-3969 for status inquires draft communication. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Wen-Tai Lin f l I ^1 A-^ 

(it Jlv P 

November 10, 2005 



